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The Committee On Human Sexuality has met frequently since its 
initial meeting in July. It has read a great deal - far more 
than the short bibliography appended to this report would 
suggest. It has viewed itself more as a study group than as a 
vehicle for expressing views presently held in the Church and 
in society at large. 


The Committee presents its report with a profound sense of 
humility, recognizing the difficulty of the problems addressed 
as well as their controversial nature. Much with regard to 
homosexuality remains in doubt. It is hoped that further inves- 
tigation will help the human community to understand better the 
origin and development of sexual orientation whether it be homo- 
sexual or heterosexual. 


We have discussed at length Psychiatric and Psychological as- 
pects of homosexuality as well as Theological and Moral issues. 
We believe that we have produced a study document which may be 
of use to Council. Members of Council may disagree with some 
of the arguments and the points taken, but it is hoped that 
enough of what is said will find acceptance so that the recom- 
mendation can be implemented. 


Keeping in mind the gaps in human knowledge as well as the many 
issues which need more thought and study before they can be re- 
solved to everyone's satisfaction, the Committee recommends a 
pastoral approach to homosexuals. It believes that regardless 
of sexual orientation, homosexuals are children of God and 
should not be denied the ministry of the Church. 


The Committee also wishes to express its willingness to meet 
with Council to discuss this report and to be available for 
meetings with others as the Council sees oe ae 


Respectfully submitted, 


P. Linwood Urban, Jr. 
Convenor 
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PART I 
INTRODUCTION 


"He that loveth not, knoweth not God; for God is love." 

(I John 4:8) Certainly the affirmation that God is love stands 
at the heart of the Gospel. It is such an important element in 
the Christian understanding of God, that all else has been seen 
in its light. In love God created the world, furnishing it in 
His goodness with a wide variety of forms and functions and with 
varied means for continuing creative expression. In love God 
God created us to love, that is to respond to one another, to 
ourselves, and to all around us out of compassionate concern. 


When we had turned from Him and from one another in sin, such 
was God's love for humanity that He became like one of us in 
Jesus of Nazareth. Claimed by this love, we are led by Jesus 
Christ back into union with God and enabled to overcome that 
alienation within our own personal being and the life of human 
society which is the consequence of sin. In Christ we are 
called, while yet sinners, to live the New Life of peace and joy 
and love in community in the Church. 


As the Body of Christ, it is the Church's mission to continue 
to mediate God's love which brings wholeness and life. Since 
God loves all people, the mission of the Church is to all, and, 
likewise, membership within the Body is open to all. Although 
the Church has, at various times in 1ts history, excluded 
persons from its full fellowship, such an action can never be 
taken lightly and must be continually reassessed in the light 
of new insights into the meaning of the Gospel and new facts 
about our world. 


In our day, the Christian community is called upon to define 1ts 
stand regarding the homosexual and homosexual activity. It is 
asked to reexamine attitudes which serve to exclude homosexuals 
from full fellowship in the Body of Christ and which influence 
the secular world to abridge homosexual's civil rights. Should 
persons of homosexual orientation be denied access to the love 
of Christ as mediated by the Church? Should they be dented 
civil rights or full fellowship within the Church? Can homo- 
sexual sexual activity under any circumstances foster and ex- 
press compassionate concern and self-giving love, as hetero- 
sexual relations within marriage are seen to do? Is the homo- 
sexual state part of the order of creation? It is our task to 
examine questions such as these as we attempt to deal with this 
subject.. It is with a profound sense of the seriousness of the 
issue and with recognition of our calling to honor every person 
as God honors every person that we approach this task. It is 
our hope and prayer that what is said here will be of some help 
to others in their thinking about this pressing and important 
issue. 


PART II 
PSYCHIATRIC THEORIES OF HOMOSEXUALITY? 


What follows are some of the major psychiatric theories per- 
taining to homosexuality. It should be stressed at the outset 
that most of this material is speculative, and little is based 
on hard fact. It should also be emphasized that there is a di- 
vergence of opinion and at times rather bitter controversy with- 
in the psychiatric professions concerning this issue. It cannot 
be presumed that the material being presented here will be 
acceptable to all psychologists and psychiatrists. 


One way to organize the different ways in which homosexuality 

is viewed be society in general and by the medical professions 
in particular is by the concept of the four "D's": Disease, 
Deviance, Disorder of Behavior, and Statistical Difference. 

We will examine each of these areas, not in the order of pre- 
ference or general acceptance, but in order of historical evolu- 
tion of thinking in the psychiatric profession. 


I. DEVIANCE: 


Very few, if any, members of the psychiatric profession view 
homosexuality as deviant behavior. Sigmund Freud said: 
"Homosexuality is assuredly no advantage, but it is nothing 
to be ashamed of, no vice, ,no degradation, it cannot be 
Classified as an illness." Deviance is mentioned here pri- 
marily to provide an historical prospective and to explain 
why so many segments of society view homosexuality with 

such alarm. This view is based on the concept that homo- 
sexuality is a manifestation of a severe moral problem. 

This is apparently rooted in the beliefs that homosexuality 
is "unnatural" and, therefore, is bad, or immoral. (The 
moral theory underlying this view will be discussed in a 
later section.) The belief that homosexuality is unnatural 
is the reason why, in the past, homosexual behavior was 
considered to be illegal, and was dealt with primarily by 
the criminal justice system and not in other ways. The 
reason for mentioning this view of homosexuality is to pro- 
vide some understanding as to why many people have a very 
intense, visceral, negative reaction to homosexuals in 
particular and homosexuality in general. It is important to 
attempt to understand why many people view homosexuality in 
such negative terms. 


One of the most vital things to human life is a person's 
identity. It is the hallmark of a person's whole being. 
When we first hear of a human birth, our very first question 
is, "Is it a boy or girl?". Gender identity is the basic 


1. A summary discussion of this subject appears in Appendix I. 


2. Freud, S., "Letter to an American Mother", American Journal 
Psychiatry. 1949. 
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foundation of our concept of self-identity. Many consider 
sexual orientation and sexual behavior to be the most 
important element in gender identity. When sexual orienta- 
tion is at variance with our usual expectations of gender 
identity, this creates a very deep, innate confusion or 
dissonance in expectations, that most people view as 
"unnatural." - From viewing something as "unnatural" many 
people conclude that it is "wrong" or "bad." 


It is important to bear in mind that psychiatrically the 
term "deviance" is generally used in a non-moral sense. 


"Whenever the term deviation is used descriptively 

or diagnostically, a statistical connotation is im- 
plicit. Deviation is a statistical function involving 
movement away from the median or statistical norm; 

it does not imply pathology. Statistically, genius 

is as deviant as mental deficiency; sterility ina 
woman is as deviant as the bearing of 15 children. 
Sexual behavior may be pathological and not deviant, 
or deviant and not pathological. Exclusively mono- 
gamous love relationships in marriage may be statisti- 
cally deviant in our society, yet they are hardly 
pathological. The statistical norm cannot be itself 
be taken as a criterion of the presence or absence of 
pathology. The health or pathology of behavior must 
ultimately be assessed in relation to optimal indivi- 
dual and group development and continuity, not on the 
basis of conformity to a cultural norm." 


DISEASE: 


Many psychiatrists have viewed, and many still do view, 
homosexuality in a medical frame of reference. That is to 


Say, they do not literally see homosexuality as a disease, 


but as a condition or symptom that contributes to the 


dis-ease of the person and, therefore, should be removed in 


order to promote a better adjustment to life. Within this 


conceptual model, there are a number of subgroups that have 
been delineated according to theories of causation. 


A. Biological Theories - There have been many attempts 
over the past several years to find the biological 
basis for homosexual orientation. To put this in per- 
spective, it should be pointed out that these attempts 
have not secured wide acceptance in the medical pro- 
fession, but have stimulated thought and have provided 
the basis for continued research in this area. There 
have been a number of reports of identical twins 
(monozygotic) who have a high concordance rate for homo- 
sexuality. That is, if one twin of an identical twin 


Freedman, Alfred M., M.D. and Kaplan, Harold I., M.D. eds., 


Comprehensive Textbook of Psychiatry, Williams and Wilkins, 
Baltimore: 1967. 
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pair is homosexual, then the other twin has å much 
higher likelihood of being homosexual. These researchers 
feels that the occurance of both twins being homosexual 
in an identical twin pair is higher than would be ex- 
pected by chance and, therefore, may reflect a "genetic" 
or hereditary determinant. This approach has been 
criticized by others who state that this concordance 

can be explained by psycho-social factors rather than 
genetic factors. 


Other scientists have observed that there may be hormonal 
factors which account for a homosexual orientation. Some 
recent articles in medical journals have described a de- 
creased amount of androgenic (male) hormones in homo- 
sexual males as compared to heterosexual males, and 

these findings have been offered as further supporting 

a partial biological cause of homosexual orientation. 


Attempts to "treat" such individuals on a hormonal or 
other biological basis have been largely unsuccessful. 
In a few individuals, genetic and anatomical evidence 
of hermaphrodism can be demonstrated. In some cases 
hormonal and surgical treatment can help the individual 
who is dissatisfied and unhappy to clarify his sexual 
identity. 


Homosexual Orientation 


At this point, it is important to introduce the dis- 
tinction between homosexual orientation and homosexual 
acts. An individual has a homosexual orientation if he 
or she has a deep-seated preference for sexual activity 
with persons of the same gender. (Homosexual orienta- 
tion has been variously described. Two accounts appear 
in Appendix II.) It is the opinion of most psychological 
investigators since Freud that a homosexual orientation 
is not the result of a voluntary decision, i.e. not the 
result of a deliberate and reasoned choice. Thus, 
homosexual orientation seems to be something over which 
the individual has no control. Those individuals with 
a homosexual orientation report that they are unaware 
of any choice in the matter. They report that they 
have discovered that they were homosexuals rather than 
that they remember choosing to become homosexuals. The 
estimate of the number of homosexually oriented persons 
most often given is 10 per gent of the current popula- 
tions of Western countries. 


No estimates of the percentage of homosexuals in the past are 
possible because of insufficient data. In this connection 

it ought to be noted that homosexuals are not transvestitites. 
The vast majority of those who like to dress in the clothes 
of the opposite sex are heterosexual in orientation. 
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Psychological Theories - The theories of Sigmund Freud 
have had great influence on the ways in which psychia- 
trists and psychologists have viewed homosexuality. 
Freud postulated that every individual goes through a 
process of psychological growth and development from 
birth to psychological maturity. Part of this normal 
psychological maturation is psychosexual maturation. 
According to this view, briefly stated, the new-born 
infant and very young child do not have either a hetero- 
sexual or homosexual orientation. They are, in effect, 
presexual or asexual. Then there is a period where the 
normal sexual orientation for all individuals is homo- 
sexual. Finally, the individual develops a heterosexual 
orientation in his or her natural growth and development. 
According to this theory, all heterosexual adults have 
within them traces of the psychological presexual and 
homosexual orientations. Under certain conditions these 
orientations can re-emerge in adult life. 


Due to psychological trauma occurring either in early 
life or in puberty, some individuals do not go through 
these three major stages but remain "fixed" at one of 
these pre-heterosexual stages. Essentially then, homo- 
sexuality is considered, by this theory, to be a situa- 
tion in which there has been incomplete psychological 
development of the individual. It should be stressed 
that, according to this theory, the possibility of 
homosexual and presexual orientation remains with the 
individual throughout his lifetime no matter how hetero- 
sexually oriented he may seem to be. In other words, 
everyone is a little presexual, a little bit bisexual, 

a little homosexual, and a little bit heterosexual. The 
final sexual orientation is a question of degree and not 
an absolute dichotomy. 


Psychological attempts to change the sexual orientation 
of an individual have been dependent upon the indivi- 
dual's dissatisfaction with his or her sexual orienta- 
tion. The ability to change the sexual orientation 

of an individual through either individual or group 
psychotherapy usually has not succeeded in changing 

the sexual orientation of the individual unless this has 
been the result of some psychological problem, block, 
or trauma which occasionally can be removed by psycho- 
therapy. Along these lines, more success has been re~ 
ported from group psychotherapy than from individual 
psychotherapy. The usual outcome of successful treat- 
ment has been to help individuals feel more comfortable 
with themselves as they are. Patients usually seek 
help for their feelings of depression, guilt, and 
anxiety in reaction to their self-image as having 4 
homosexual orientation in a society that is primarily 
heterosexual. 
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According to the Freudian theory, the sexual orientation 
of the individual is usually not achieved until late 
adolescence; therefore, many would be reluctant to 
classify a young child or a teenager as being homosexual. 
Research has shown that a significant number of adult 
heterosexuals have had some limited "homosexual" activity 
or behavior in adolescence, but this’ behavior must be 
distinguished from a homosexual orientation. Further- 
more it is a matter of observation that the sexual 
orientation of an individual does not necessarily remain 
fixed throughout his or her adult life. There are a 
number of examples of people who have developed a homo- 
sexual orientation in middle age and of individuals who 
have had a homosexual orientation and then developed a 
heterosexual orientation in middle age. 


It is felt, then, that the individual is not deliberately 
and rationally responsible for his sexual orientation. 

It is thought that he or she cannot make a deliberate and 
rational choice, and that the orientation is forced upon 


a person so to speak by unconscious psychological factors. 


While individuals may not be held responsible for their 
orientation, society does hold them responsible for 
their behavior unless they awe psychotic. Some psychia- 
trists view homosexuality as a manifestation or a 
symptom of some underlying psychological problem rather 
than a problem in itself. This is analogous to a fever 
being produced by a virus. In this case homosexuality 
is like the fever. It is not the real problem, it is 
only a manifestation of an underlying disorder (the 
virus) which is the cause of the problem. Once the 
basic disorder is treated then the symptomatic manifesta- 
tion (fever or homosexuality) disappears. Also accord- 
ing to this theory, changing social and cultural atti- 
tudes in the direction of more acceptance of homosexual 
orientation and behavior would probably have little 
effect on the statistical incidence of homosexuality, 
but it would probably be of considerable positive bene- 
fit in raising the homosexuals' self-esteem and self- 
acceptance by making it easier for homosexuals to deal 
with human problems in themselves and in their relation- 
ship with society. 


DISORDER OF BEHAVIOR: 

Various social socio-cultural and behavioral theories hold 
that sexual orientation is a behavior that is largely a re- 
sult of conditioning and training, particularly in the 
early years of life. Sexual orientation is produced by 
cultural expectations such as male-female roles, produced 
by early learning experiences in the family context and re- 


inforced culturally by behaviors defined as "masculine" or 
"feminine." Such learning experiences start at birth. The 
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individual responds to behavior which is rewarded and re- 
inforced by the people around him. Some success has been 
reported in changing "masculine behaviors" or "feminine 
behaviors" by pehavior modification techniques. Little 
success has been reported in changing sexual preference. 
The major implication of this approach, which is different 
from those which were discussed above, is that the behavior 
itself is seen as the "problem" and it is not seen as a 
manifestation of some deeper underlying condition. It is 
largely this line of thinking that has been reflected in the 
recent decision of the American Psychiatric Association to 
change the diagnostic terminology regarding homosexuality. 
One of the new suggested diagnostic categories describes 
some homosexuals as having a “sexual orientation disturbance" 
as opposed to its previous label of "mental disorder" for 
all homosexuals. The new suggested diagnostic category is 
applicable only to homosexuals who are "either disturbed by, 
in conflict with, or wish to change their sexual orienta- 
tion." (See Appendix I) Although this distinction may seem 
academic, it does reflect a rather major change in which 
psychiatrists see the causes of homosexual behavior. It 
moves away from the medical or disease model to viewing it 
as a sometimes confused identification of sexual orientation. 


IV. STATISTICAL DIFFERENCE: 


One very small group within the behavioral sciences pro- 
fession views homosexual orientation as nothing more than a 
statistical difference without the underlying implication 
that the behavior in question constitutes a problem or a 
disease. This approach thinks o homosexuality in much the 
Same way as people who have red hair or who are left-handed, 
i.e., that it is a statistical difference from the majority 
but does not connote any particular problem or require a 
response on the part of society or its institutions to be 
treated any differently. It is our impression that this 
approach represents a very small minority in the behavioral 
sciences profession but is offered here in the interests of 
completeness. 


All these theories discussed above claim to regard homosexual 
orientation in action as "abnormal" in the statistical sense 
but value judgments are not supposed to be part of any of these 
theories (except for the deviance model). This point needs 
emphasis because in ordinary usage many of the terms employed 
are value terms. Most of the theories also feel that each 
"ease" must be considered individually, and that there are 
multiple causes acting either singly or together to produce 

the final outcome of homosexual behavior and orientation. It 
is our feeling that most psychiatrists, as individuals, would be 
in favor of changing public attitudes in the direction of more 
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acceptance. However, a significant number of psychiatrists say 
that: individuals of homosexual orientation might be done a dis- 
service by abolishing all distinction between those of homo- 
sexual and heterosexual orientation. In this they speak strict- 
ly from the disease or the disorder point of view, not from the 
humanistic or moral point of view. Those who espouse theories 
from the disease or disorder point of view would, in general, 
take a dim view.of homosexual marriages and parenting. This 
attitude is based more on their own value judgments than it is 
based on scientific evidence, although there-are some statistics, 
whose reliability may be opened to question, that indicate that 
homosexual unions are less stable than heterosexual ones. We 
are not aware of any serious studies on the effects on the child 
raised in a homosexual union. There are, of course, consider- 
able data on the effect of single parents on a child's growth 
and development and there are beginning to appear studies in 

the literature on the adverse effect on children who are not 
ralsed by the biological mother. Many psychiatrists as indivi- 
duals would be willing to agree that, in individual cases, homo- 
Sexual parents might do a better job in raising children than 
heterosexual parents, although they would be reluctant to apply 
this conclusion as a generalization. 


In summary, it is probably obvious that there is a wide diver~ 
gence of apinion on the part of psychiatrists and psychologists 
as to the etiology and treatment of individuals with a homo- 
sexual orientation. This obviously makes it difficult to 
arrive at any consensus of opinion on this issue which might 
help to answer some of the very important questions that are 
being raised by this Committee. It should, however, be pointed 
out that most of these theories and viewpoints that have been 
described above claim to focus on causes of a particular 
"behavior" and do not focus on the normative issue of what 
Should be the most desirable behavior in this area. They 
caution us not to see more in the term "abnormal" than what is 
meant by the term "unusual." This is primarily because most 
health professionals have felt reluctant to stray from an area 
of science into an area of saying what "should be" a desirable 
behavior from a social, ethical, moral, or religious point of 
view. Science, as an institution in society, has usually de- 
voted its efforts in explaining why and how things occur. 

Other institutions such as the church, the criminal justice sys- 
tem, and others are more concerned with deciding which types of 
behavior are more desirable and which lead to greater fulfill- 
ment of human needs. Most psychiatrists would contend that 
society should be more tolerant in accepting the person with a 
homosexual orientation in an effort to promote a more ful- 
filling and satisfactory life adjustment for persons of homo- 
sexual orientation. They would see their purpose as being to 
help persons with this type of orientation to become better ad=- 
Justed to their orientation, or, if they deeply wish to change 
their basic orientation from a homosexual to a heterosexual one, 
to help them do this. This leaves open the question of whether 
society should adopt an attitude that homosexuality should be 
viewed in an affirmative way as an alternate life style which 
Should be encouraged or promoted. 


PART IIT 


THEOLOGICAL AND MORAL ISSUES 


Homosexuality and Scripture 


Both the Old and the New Testaments condemn homosexuality. While 
Scripture must always be treated with great respect, the fact 
that Seripture censures the homosexual cannot.be taken as deci- 
sive. Both the Old and the New Testaments tolerate slavery. 
Yet Christian conscience today holds that slavery is immoral. 
Hence, we must be open to the possibility that Scripture is mis- 
taken concerning homosexuality as we are now convinced that it 
is mistaken with regard to slavery. Furthermore, in both Testa- 
ments God promises to be with his people and to lead them in all 
truth. We must be open to the possibility that we can be led 
reine a fuller appreciation of the truth with respect to this 
ssue. 


Important Scriptural passages which condemn homosexuality in- 
clude: Leviticus 18:22, 20:13; Deuteronomy 23:17; and Romans 
1:27. Attempts to decide why Paul and the Old Testament writers 
censured homosexuality can at best be only educated quesses. 

The passages themselves are too short to provide reasons for the 
condemnation. We can, of course, say something about the culture 
of the times when the passages were written. However, in order 
to be on firm ground in using the cultural background to inter- 
pret Seripture, we need to know more in detail the writers' 
relationship to their culture than we now possess. Particularly 
is a with reference to very short passages. (See Appen- 
Qix TII 


Nonetheless, it is fair to say that we have no evidence that the 
writers of Scripture made a distinction between homosexual acts 
and homosexual orientation. St. Paul may well have believed 
that all people are by nature of heterosexual orientation. If 
this were the case, then his use of the word "unnatural" to 
characterize homosexual acts would be explained (for such acts 
would be contrary to the heterosexual nature). 


The Meaning of the Word "Sin" 


As the language has developed the word "sin" has come to be used 
in a variety of different and confusing ways. The Greek and 
Hebrew words of which "sin" is the translation originally meant 
a "failure" or "a missing of the mark." In the New Testament 
the word is appjied to failures with respect to God and with 
respect to men. 


1. See Young's Analytical Concordance, entry under "Sin." 


In English the word "sin" always means moral or religious fajlure, 
that is failures for which we are in some sense responsible. 
However, it has not always been used this way. For example, St. 
Thomas Aquinas speaks of freaks as sin. They fall to hit the 
mark mark, to be sure, but St . „Thòmas does not consider freaks 
responsible for their failure. 


The word sin has been extended from its original usage to apply 
to cuases of moral wrongdoing, as in Original Sin (a disposition 
to do things that are wrong) and as in "Separation from God is 
sin" (also a cause of immoral acts). This same extension is 
shown in the saying: "Idolatry is the primal sin." The ex- 
tension of the meaning of the word is parallel to the extension 
of the meaning of "healthy", from "healthy organism" to "healthy 
diet." 


It is best and leads to less confusion to follow the usage in 
English and consider the primary usage of the word sin to refer 
to human acts of wrong-doing for which we are responsible and 
to consider the other uses to be derived or secondary uses. 


A sin is a voluntary action which is considered to be wrong. 
"Voluntary" in this context at least means "deliberate." An 
action is voluntary which is chosen after deliberation and not 
just in response to some overwhelming need. A responsible action 
is likewise one chosen after deliberation. Of course, there will 
be many actions about which we will not be able to decide 

whether they are responsible or voluntary in this sense. How- 
ever, in order for homosexuality to be classified as a sin, it 
will have to be the result of a deliberate choice. In addition, 
it must also be a wrong decision. There must be some reason 
given as to why a particular act or class of acts merits the 
designation of "wrong," "undesirable," or “ought to be avoided." 


Homosexuality and Natural Law Theory 


The oldest ethical theory which condemns homosexuality is the 
Natural Law Theory. Homosexuality is called "an unnatural lust" 
in the Romans passage. Arigtotle and the Stoics also condemned 
homosexuality as unnatural. 


Of course, there is a sense of the word "unnatural" in which 
everything which happens is natural. However, Natura} Law 
Theory does not use the term "natural" in this sense. Nature, 


l. CF. St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, Blackfralars, 1964, 
Vol: 29, Pe 205. 


2. CF. Ibid, p. 15. 


3. CF. J. McNeill, The Church and the Homosexual, Sheed, Andrews, 
& McMeel, 1976. 


4, A very good summary of Natural Law Theory is found in 
Germain Grisez, Contraception and The Natural Law, Bruce 


Publishing Co., » pp- - 
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it is said, provides its own norms. And, the primary ethical 
rule is said to be: "Act according to nature;" or more exactly: 
"Act according to the norms provided by nature." For example: 
Trees seem to be programmed to grow straight. Of course, the 
wind can cuase a tree to grow crooked. But under ordinary cir- 
cumstances, trees grow straight. Crooked trees are deviations 
from the natural.tendencies of trees and, hence, are said to be 
deviant or perverted. Furthermore, according to the theory, we 
do not choose our natures, but what constitutes nature is given 
to us by the fact that we are human beings. 


But how do we know what the natural tendencies are? St. Thomas 
Aquinas, who articulated the classic form of this theory, says 
that a clue to the nature of a being is to see what it does "al- 
ways or for the most part." (Aristotle) Since human beings are 
always or for the most part heterosexual, homosexuality is de- 
viant or perverse. Also, since we share our sexual nature with 
the animals and since, according to Aquinas, animals are always 
or for the most part heterosexual, we,have additional reason for 
classifying homosexuality as deviant. 


However, Natural Law Theory has another aspect which clouds the 
issue. Another way in which we can get clear about what nature 
holds as a standard is to see what kind of instincts and drives 
human beings have. St. Thomas says that since men have an in- 
stinct for self-preservation, they naturally apprehend life as 
good. So we can also tell what is natural by the drives which 
men and women have. It seems clear that St. Thomas assumed that 
we have only heterosexual drives. Therefore, homosexual activi- 
ty seems to be contrary to nature. But what of the person who 
does not deliberately choose a homosexual orientation, but finds 
himself or herself with homosexual drives? Is he or she not a 
homosexual by nature? Is such a person not acting according to 
nature when that orientation is acted upon? Indeed, if "Act 
according to nature" is the primary moral rule, is he or she 

not acting immorally when he or she does not act out the homo- 
sexual orientation and drives? 


Thus, Natural Law Theory seems to lead to ambiguous results. 

If one takes what human beings do always or for the most part 
as the norm of nature, then homosexuality stands condemned. 
However, if one takes deep-seated and unchangeable drives as an 
indication of nature, then homosexuality is permitted. 


A third part of the Natural Law Theory is that we can tell what 


is natural by seeing what men always or for the most part have 
taken to be good. Thus, St. Thomas takes custom to be a 


1. Summa Theologiae, Vol. 28, pn. 81ff and p. 85, I, II, q. 94, 
ae. in 0, ant q. 94, a3. and 2. 
2. Summa Theologiae, Vol. 28, p. 81. 


3. CF. H, Davis, Moral and Pastoral Theology, p. 11: "In man 
the Natural Law is the Law of his human nature, promulgated 


in conscience, it is universal and immutable." 
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sub-division of the Natural Law. ? Since always or for the most 
part. most past cultures have either forbidden homosexual activity 
or have limited it very severely, we can take it that it is part 
of man's natural endowment to take a dim view of homosexual 
activity. However, even if for the most part cultures have con- 
demned homosexuality, this fact is not conclusive. Every cul- 
ture until the 19th century regarded slavery as part of the 
Natural Law or at least permitted by the Natural Law. However, 
today most cultures consider slavery immoral. Hence, the argu- 
ment from universal cultural perspective is not conclusive. 


It should be added that most of the opponents of the acceptance 
of homosexuality as morally permissible rely on intuition. 
Intuition is that upon which custom is said to be based. Some 
argue that our intuitions are the rock bottom source of our 
moral standards. Intuition tells them that homosexuality 1s 
wrong. However, intuitions have a way of changing. Indeed they 
ought to change when new facts about man and his place in the 
world emerge. Much of what was taken to be intuitive knowledge 
about right and wrong in past centuries has been abandoned. 
Again the example of slavery is appropriate. Many homosexuals 
believe that here is where the real issue lies. Hence, they 
seek to dispel misapprehensions about themselves in hope that 
negative intuitions will give way to positive ones. 


A Biblical Perspective 


Karl Barth and Helmut Thielicke have attempted to work out a 
biblical perspective with regard to homosexuality. Barth con- 
demns it. Thielicke is somewhat more tolerant. 


The basic claim is based on the passage from Genesis 1: "God 
created man in his own image; male and female created he them." 
From this passage, they conclude that God created men and women 
as distinet and that we must follow the norm of the creation. 
Since the homosexual is not fully male or female, he fails to 
fulfill God's purpose. 


In addition, it is noted that in Genesis 2 it states that God 
said: "It is not good for man to be alone." Hence, God created 
Eve. From this second passage it is inferred that men and women 
are incomplete without each other and that by means of the love 
of each for the other, both are completed. Hence, it is con- 
cluded that heterosexual love is ordained at the creation. 


1. CF. Evart Lewis, Medieval Political Ideas, Alfred Knopf, 
1954, Vol. I, Chap. I. 


2. Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics: A Selection, trans. and ed. 
G. W. Bromiley, Harper, 1961, pp. 194-229. 
Helmut Thielicke, The Ethics of Sex, Baker Book House, 1975, 
Chap. I. 
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The power of this view lies in the fact that fundamental images 
are many valenced and suggest ways of looking at the world and 
ordering human life. The early chapters of Genesis do suggest 
a way of conceiving man and woman in relationship to each other. 
But how are we to know that this suggested view is the correct 
view? 


We might try to adhere only to what the Bible specifically 
affirms. But then the Genesis passages will not support the 
view that men and women find completion only in heterosexual 
love. It is not at all clear that the passage "Male and female 
created he them" means more than the obvious -~ that men and wo- 
men have different biological organs. If this is all the 
passage means, we cannot conclude from it that a wide variety 
of uses to which these organs are put is wrong. Furthermore, 
the passage "It is not good for man to be alone" and the conse- 
quent creation of Eve explicitly states only that human beings 
need community. It does not forbid a community made up of only 
one sex. God created Eve in order that man not be alone; but 
was God's purpose in creating a woman to provide a complementary 
Sex partner, or only to provide for the multiplication of the 
human race so that there would be many members to form a 
community? 


However, to be fair to both Barth and Thielicke, they do not 
base their conclusions upon the Biblical texts alone, but also 
upon the power of the Holy Spirit to communicate to us the full 
inner meaning of Scripture, which the words of Scripture merely 
indicate or suggest. God is said to reveal to us directly the 
way in which Scripture is to be interpreted and understood. 

The difficulty with this proposal for understanding Scripture 
is that Scripture itself tells us that those who claim to 

Speak by the Spirit must be tested. 


What this Biblical Perspective needs if it is to be persuasive 
is a well based theory to support the claims that men and women 
are structurally different, not only biologically, but psycho- 
logically as well and that a loving union of the two sexes alone 
brings human beings to the highest completion. The view which 
is most often called upon to provide this theory of human 
differentiation and completion is one based on the work of 

C. G. Jung. 


A Jungian Theory of Sexual Differentiation 


A theory of differentiation between male and female based in 
large past on the thinking of Carl Jung can be summarized as 
follows. 


1. There are two poles deep within the psyches of each of 
us: The Masculine pole and the Feminine pole. 


l. I Corinthians 14:32; I John 4:1. 


2. Å good presentation of this view is found in John Dixon, 
"The Sacramentality of Sex," U.T. Holmes and R.T. Barnhouse, 


Male and Female: Christian Approaches to Sexuality, Seabury, 


* 
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2. The goal of each psyche, that toward which it tends and 
that which brings its highest functioning, is the unity 
and integration of these two poles. 


3. We cannot within the self brings about the unity and 
integration of these two poles. 


4. It is only in sex, love, and marriage with one of the 
opposite sex, love for the "truly other" that the unity 
and integrity can be achieved. We all need to be 
completed, and love for another who truly loves me en- 
ables me to reach my highest integrity. 


5. Homosexual love does not, therefore, bring the individual 
to his fullest integrity and completion. 


Jung's theory is highly respected in many circles. In its favor 
is the fact that this account rings true to many happily married 
heterosexuals. However, details of the theory are very con- 
troversial. Many doubt that the differences which Jung detects 
between the masculine and the feminine are as deep-seated in 
each psyche as he believed. It may be that many of these traits 
are culturally determined. If this is the case, the argument is 
greatly weakened. 


However, granting the structural differences between men and 
women outlined by Jung, what does this argument show? 


1. The tendency toward heterosexual expression of human 

l love is so deep-seated that the vast majority of the 
population will continue to be heterosexual in orienta- 
tion. If Jung is correct, one need have little fear 
that the number of homosexuals will greatly increase. 


2. The criticism of those with a homosexual orientation is 
comparatively mild. Homosexuals have failed to reach 
their highest possible fulfillment. But given the fact 
that they are constitutionally homosexual, they can 
reach a level of integration appropriate to them. They 
ought to be respected and to be praised for their real 
contributions to society albeit the homosexual orienta- 2 
tion cannot be regarded as the apex of human development. 


l. This argument depends upon the notion that men and women are 
not differentiated solely biologically, but are deeply 
structured as different psychologically. For if it should 
turn out to be the case that the many differences which we 
now detect between the psyches of man and women are cultural- 
ly and environmentally determined, then it could easily be 
the case that two individuals of the same biological sex 
would be more different than either of them would be from 
members of the opposite biological sex. Hence, their love 
would be a love of the "truly other." 


CF. McNeill, op. cit., pp. 135~138 for a summary of Jung's 
observations on the contributions of homosexuals to society. 


NM 
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However, some writers on this subject doubt that we ought to be 
talking about the apex of human development. They insist that 
we ought not to be talking about human nature in general, but 
about the optimal development of individuals. 


The End or Good of Sex 


It has often been argued that the end or good of sex is the pro- 
creation of children. (This view has been attached to the 
Natural Law Theory. Still, it can and has been appealed to inde- 
pendently of the Natural Law Theory. Hence, its separate treat- 
ment here.) 


However, it is no longer the stand of the Church or of Christian 
conscience generally that the procreation of children is the 

only legitimate goal of the sexual act. It is more usual to find 
two legitimate ends specified: 1) the expression of and foster- 
ing of unity and love, and 2) the procreation of children. The 
dual nature of the end of sex has been successfully argued in 

The Family and Contemporary Society, a report submitted to the 
Lambeth Conference in 1958 at the request of the Archbishop of 
Canterbury. Today few would hold that sexual expression between 


married partners, without the procreation of children as a goal, 
for the sake of mutuality and love is sinful or to be discouraged. 


The Committee believes that the strongest argument in favor of 
the full acceptance of homosexual love as a legitimate alterna- 
tive to heterosexual love is based on the dual end or good of 
sex. If sex in marriage which does not have as its end the pro- 
creation of children but the fostering of mutuality and love is 
permitted, why is then the expression of homosexual love to be 
denied? Norman Pittenger has given eloquent expression to this 
position. 


In assessing Norman Pittenger's argument the following points 
must be kept in mind. 


1. It must be admitted that the bringing of children into 
the world is a positive good under appropriate circum- 
Stances. Given the problems of overpopulation and the 
obligation of Christian parents to rear their children 
in a loving home and to provide an environment in which 
they can develop optimally, the procreation of children 
cannot be considered an unqualified good. There are 
times and circumstances in which this good ought to be 
foregone for the sake of the good of others. It may 
also be the case that the morally right course of action 
for particular married couples will be to have no 
children at all. 


l. Reprinted in I.T. Ramsay, Christian Ethics and Contemporar 
Philosophy, SCM Press, 1966, especially section entitled 
Example II. 


2. Holmes and Barnhouse, op. cit., Chap. 14. 
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2. Thus, under some circumstances, the only proper goal for 
sex of married couples may be the expression and foster- 
ing of ‘mutuality and love. 


3. However, it is clearly the case that homosexual love 
cannot share in the procreative aspect of heterosexual 
love. There is then a potential good of heterosexual 
love which is biologically denied to homosexual love. 


4. Hence, homosexual love cannot reach the number of goods 
which heterosexual love can reach. However, homosexual 
love can rise to the other aspects to which heterosexual 
love can rise: self-sacrifice, the affirmation of the 
person of the other (agape), and the completion and 
fuller integration of the self (eros). 


5. In this view, the only restriction upon sexual activity 
is that that activity must manifest a loving attitude. 
Rape and violence seem to be precluded. 


It has sometimes been argued that because the homosexual is not 
responsible for his sexual orientation, he ought not to be 
censured for that, but that he can be censured for his actions. 
One need not act out one's orientation, but can pursue the 
celibate life. 


While historically, the celibate life has often been held out 

as an ideal for the Christian, it must be pointed out that it 
has never been asked of everyone. St. Paul's observation that 
"It is better to marry than to burn" with lust (I Corinthians 
7:9) is an important Scriptural recognition of the difficulty of 
continence for many human beings and also a recognition that 

for many celibacy is unattainable and the attempt may be des- 
tructive of the spiritual life. Were one to require continence 
of homosexuals, one would impose on them a standard which is 

not required of heterosexuals. To do so would violate the prin- 
ciple of equality of treatment implicitly contained in the 
Biblical injunction to "Do unto others as you would have them 

do unto you" and the teaching "Thou shalt love thy neighbor as 
theyself." Both of these passages imply that we should not de- 
mand of others what we do not demand of ourselves. 


PART IV 


CONCLUSIONS 


On the basis of what has been said, it should be clear that 
there are many matters which remain in doubt. Psychological 
investigators are unable to explain the origin of the homo- 
sexual orientation. For that matter, they are also unable to 
explain the origin of the heterosexual orientation. The whole 
subject of sexual development and gender identity is shrouded 
in mystery. 


While the Committee has wrestled with the various theological 
and moral theories which attempt to help us evaluate the homo- 
sexual, it must be admitted that we are by no means convinced 
that we have said the last word on the subject. 


Since there are many matters which need continuing discussion and 
Some matters upon which new evidence from the human sciences may 
well make a contribution, the Committee does not present its 
recommendations in the belief that they embody final solutions 

to the problems involved, but rather in the belief that the 
recommendations represent the best weighing of the evidence for 
our time. Thus, what we propose ought to be conceived as å 
pastoral program while admitting that a final solution to the 
theoretical issues lies somewhere in the future. 


However, on the basis of our study the following conclusions seem 
warranted: 


1. Sexual orientation, whether homosexual or heterosexual, 
appears to pe something over which the individual has 
no control. 


2. Attempts to change sexual orientation have mostly 
failed. Biological attempts to change orientation by 
the injection of hormones have met with almost no 
Success. It has been claimed that one-third of homo- 
sexuals who present themselves for counseling have 
succeeded in changing their orientation. This figure 
has been thought to be much too high by others. In any 
event, it is conceded by all that only a small percent- 
age of homosexuals present themselves for counseling 
and then only those who are very unhappy with their 
homosexuality. As a result, even the one-third rate of 


l. Homosexuality is distinguished from bisexuality. The bi- 
sexual person has a sexual orientation different from 
either homosexuals or heterosexuals. In theory, the bi- 
sexual person's sexual orientation is directed toward 
members of both sexes. A significant number of investiga- 
tors do not believe that there are any bisexual persons. 


2. Ruth Tiffany Barnhouse, Anglican Theological Review, cited 
in Appendix II. 
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success reported by some therapists does not tell us 
much about the possibilities for change in the homo- 
sexual population as a whole. In addition, the two- 
third failure rate is in itself significant. 


3. The Committee recognizes that 1) since a homosexual 
orientation seems not to be voluntarily chosen, and 
2) since homosexual love can be other directed and can 
have affirming and positive features, it is not appro- 
priate to designate this condition as a sinful state. 
Homosexual love for the homosexual is ag valid as is 
heterosexual love for the heterosexual. 


Recommendations 


AG 


On the basis of these facts and upon the basis of what has 
been said earlier in this report, the Committee reaffirms 
the pastoral stance taken by the most recent General 
Convention of the Episcopal Church [September 11-23, 1976, 
St. Paul, Minnesota]. 


(A-68) This General Convention recommends that the dio- 
ceses and the Church in general engage in serious 
study and dialogue in the areas of human sexuality 
(including homosexuality) as it pertains to various 
aspects of life, particularly living styles, em- 
ployment, house, and education. 


(A-69) It is the sense of this General Convention that homo- 
sexual persons are children of God who have a full 
and equal claim with all other persons upon the love, 
acceptance, and pastoral concern and care of the 
Church. 


(A-71) That this General Convention expresses its convic- 
tion that homosexual persons are entitled to equal 
protection of the laws with all other citizens, 
and calls upon our society to see that such pro- 
tection is provided in actuality. 


The following gloss is added to clarify the last sentence of 
this paragraph. It is placed here solely by the decision of 
the Convenor. Other members of the Committee were not asked 
to approve it. However, the Convenor believes that it re- 

presents accurately and fairly the thinking of the Committee. 


When it is said that "Homosexual love for the homosexual 
is as valid as is heterosexual love for the heterosexual," 
the Committee is refraining from making a comparison 
between the two types of love with respect to their rela- 
tive values. Some members of the Committee believe that 
such comparisons are not appropriate. Others believe 

that whatever the outcome of such a comparison, the 
recommendations contained in the report are unaffected. 
Regardless of sexual orientation, homosexuals are 

children of God and should not be denied the full minis- 
try of the Church. 
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It also reaffirms the resolution of the Diocesan Council 
(Pennsylvania). dated May 15, 1976: 


RESOLVED, that Diocesan Council expresses its deepest 
pastoral concern AND SUPPORT for those people within and 
outside the Church in this Diocese who are 


1) either struggling with their identities as persons 
with homosexual orientation, or have found a mean- 
ingful resolution of their particular identity 
erisis; and who are 

2) struggling for public and social acceptance of that 
identity; and 

[3) with the need for full civil rights; (The Committee 
reserves discussion of this part of the resolution 
to a later date. More clarification of the phrase 
"full civil rights" is needed. Does it mean "equal 
protection before the law" (General Convention 
Resolution A-71)7 Or, does it mean "equal opportu- 
nity with respect to employment?") ] 


AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Diocesan Council encourage 
congregations, agencies, and institutions of the Diocese 
to exercise similar pastoral concerns for these persons ... 


Further Recommendations 


In its charge, Council asked this Committee to make "specific 
recommendations regarding a Diocesan ministry to persons of 
homosexual orientation." After extensive deliberation, the 
Committee recommends the following: 


1. That a ministry to adult homosexuals be undertaken at 
the Diocesan level. 


The Committee recommends a ministry at the Diocesan 
level because although the ideal would be to minister 
to people of homosexual orientation exclusively at 
the Parish level, this goal cannot be realized 
effectively at present. In many instances, local 
Parishes are not ready to accept homosexuals as indi- 
viduals struggling to reach that level of personal 
integrity which 1s appropriate to them and, thus, to 
serve God and their fellow human beings to the best 
of their ability. Therefore, for the time being, 
some additional ministry of counseling and of 
affirmation of homosexuals as children of God is 
needed. 


The Committee recommends that the focus of this 
ministry be directed to adults because there is much 
confusion and lack of clarity about the development 
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of sexual! identity, whether it be heterosexual or 
homosexual. While some authorities believe that 
sexual identity is fixed at an early age, others be- 
lieve that it is not until majority that sexual 
identity is determined. In addition, no sound and 
well grounded theory of the development of sexual 
identity is presently available. Without such a 
theory, ministering to adolescents poses obvious 
problems. 


The Committee endorses in principle the proposal by the 
Reverend Messrs. Lenhart and Wesner (Appendix IV) as a 
statement of the need for and the potential functions of a 
Diocesan ministry to persons of homosexual orientation; and 
it commends their efforts and those of the members of the 
Philadelphia Chapter of Integrity in establishing a ministry 
to the homosexual community. 


In order to implement Recommendation 1, the Committee 
further proposes: 


2. That the Diocese designate and financially support for 
a period of at least three years two Priests to minister 
to Episcopalians of homosexual orientation and other 
members of fe community who seek them out for help and 
guidance; hd that an Advisory Committee be appointed 
to draw ug guidelines, to detail procedures, and to 
supervise and to advise this ministry. 


The Committee considered recommending that the Philadel- 
phia Chapter of Integrity be designated as an official 
agency of the Diocese. It has decided not to do so. 
Integrity is a national organization of Episcopalians, 
independent of the Episcopal Church and, therefore, of 
the Diocese of Pennsylvania as well. The Committee is 
of the opinion that any officially designated ministry 
of the Diocese must be accountable to the Bishop of 
Pennsylvania. 


The Committee also declines to designate particular 
persons for this assignment although it wishes to record 
the fact that the Reverend Messrs. Lenhart and Wesner 
are exceptionally well qualified to undertake such a 
ministry because of their experience and the sensiti- 
vity which they would bring to this task. However, the 
Committee believes that it lacks the ability and 
competence to pass on other matters of personnel 
practice and policy which must be considered before 
appointments can be made. 
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The Committee further proposes: 


3. That the Advisory Committee together with the Priests 
80 designated give attention to further study of homo- 
sexuality and to the needs for further education with 
respect to this issue within the Diocese in an effort 
to supplement the work of the Committee appointed for 
this task by the General Convention. 


The Committee wishes also to express its willingness 
to meet with Council to discuss this report and to 
be available for meetings with others as Council 
sees fit. 
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